INTRODUCTION
The two papers by Bobes et al. (2003, this issue) and by Sperber and Spinnler (2003, this issue) add to the large body of literature demonstrating covert face recognition in prosopagnosia. This viewpoint will offer some perspectives on this interesting phenomenon. First, a re-analysis of the empirical literature will indicate an important misconception concerning the preserved abilities of prosopagnosics. The second section will briefly assess the contribution of Bobes et al. (2003, this issue) and Sperber and Spinnler (2003, this issue) to the debate about the locus, in cognitive terms, of the underlying causal deficit in prosopagnosia with covert face recognition. Both papers make reference to the two main models seeking to explain this phenomenon: the model proposed by Burton and colleagues (Burton et al., 1991; Burton and Young, 1999; Young and Burton, 1999) and that proposed by Farah and colleagues (Farah et al., 1993; O'Reilly and Farah, 1999) . Finally, an observation will be offered concerning representations of faces in the Burton et al. (1991) model.
RE-ANALYSIS OF THE LITERATURE
Both Bobes et al. (2003, this issue) and Sperber and Spinnler (2003, this issue) state that their participant performed at chance in a task of deciding which of two simultaneously presented faces was familiar; every trial presented one familiar and one unfamiliar face. Failure in this task is central to the definition of prosopagnosia, that is the inability to gain a sense of familiarity to a known face. Other investigations of densely prosopagnosic participants (see Table I ) have reported failure in this task. However, participant FE (Bobes et al.) scored 10/16 = 62.5% correct and participant Emma (Sperber and Spinnler) scored 19/36 = 52.8% correct. No analysis of power was reported in either case, leaving open the possibility that a test with a sufficient number of trials would have yielded performance better than chance.
A review of the literature, presented in Table I , shows that the majority of densely prosopagnosic participants (9/10) scored above 50% correct in this task. For illustration, a one-sample t-test with the chance level of performance set at 50% gives a statistically significant result, t (9) = 2.07, p < 0.04 (one-tailed),
